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Summary Minutes of the CASAC Teleconference Consultation on EPA’s Project 
Work Plan for Revised Air Quality Criteria for Ozone and Related Photochemical 

Oxidants 
 

February 6, 2003, Ariel Rios Building, Washington D.C. 
 
Panel Members: See Roster – Attachment A. 
Date and Time: 10:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M., February 6, 2003. 
Location: Conference Room 6013, U.S. EPA, Ariel Rios Building North, 1200 

Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20004. 
 
Purpose: The purpose of this meeting was for the CASAC to conduct a 

consultation with EPA on the Project Work Plan for Revised Air 
Quality Criteria for Ozone and Related Photochemical Oxidants. 

 
Attendees: Chair: Dr. Philip Hopke 
 
 CASAC Members: Dr. Frederick Miller 
  Mr. Richard Poirot 
  Dr. Frank Speizer 
  Dr. George Taylor 
  Dr. Sverre Vedal 
  Dr. Barbara Zielinska 
 
 EPA SAB Staff: Mr. Fred Butterfield, DFO 
  Mr. Robert Flaak 
 
Other persons attending: 
 
Robert Chapman, U.S.EPA, National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA) 
Beverly Comfort, U.S.EPA, National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA) 
Rob Elias, U.S.EPA, National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA) 
J. H. B. Garner, U.S.EPA, National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA) 
Lester Grant, U.S.EPA, National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA) 
Brooke Hemming, U.S.EPA, National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA) 
Joseph Pinto, U.S.EPA, National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA) 
Jim Raub, U.S.EPA, National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA) 
 
John Langstaff, U.S. EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) 
Karen Martin, U.S. EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) 
David McKee, U.S. EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) 
Harvey Richmond, U.S. EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) 
 
Katie Crane, American Forest and Paper 
Cindy Langworthy, Hunton & Williams 
Will Ollison, American Petroleum Institute 
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Gene Renee, U.S. Department of Energy 
Jenea Scott, Environmental Defense 
Deborah Shprentz, American Lung Association 
Ron White, Johns Hopkins University 

 
 

Meeting Summary 
 
The Discussion generally followed the issues and general timing as presented in the 
meeting Agenda (Attachment B).  The meeting lasted until 12:30 P.M. 
 
 
Introductions and Administration 
 
Mr. Fred Butterfield, Designated Federal Officer (DFO) for the Committee, opened the 
meeting and asked participants to introduce themselves, as well as state their names for 
the record before speaking.  He added that minutes from the meeting would be posted on 
the Science Advisory Board (SAB) web site, and a transcript would be available upon 
request.  He briefly reviewed the meeting agenda and asked that public comments be 
limited to three minutes due to the limited time available. 
 
Purpose of Meeting 
 
Dr. Philip Hopke, chair of the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC) 
summarized the purpose of this consultation meeting.  The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) is beginning the process of reviewing the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) and preparing a revised criteria document.  The discussion 
will center primarily on the general parameters of the document.  Some concerns have 
been raised in the last year that this committee’s role in consultations may prevent the 
impartial review of the resulting final document(s).  The CASAC must therefore use 
caution in the amount and type of advice it provides.  No consensus report will be 
prepared as a result of today’s meeting.  Instead, members will provide individual 
opinions and initial guidance, to help in producing a draft document that is ready for 
review.  Committee members cannot provide explicit direction, as doing so may 
compromise their role of objective reviewers.  Their advice and comments should be 
viewed as the insight of experts in the field, which may benefit the workgroup as it 
begins its implementation of this work plan. 
 
Mr. Robert Flaak, Acting Deputy Director of the SAB Staff Office, added that, although 
the purpose of a consultation is as stated by Dr. Hopke, the SAB does follow a formal 
process in review panel formation, which includes adding members to expand the review 
board.  Committee members should not be concerned the same group will be reviewing 
this document in the future. 
 
Mr. Hopke cautioned that, despite that precaution, only the CASAC members are able to 
vote during a review. 
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Highlights of Ozone Air Quality Criteria Document development Plan by EPA Staff, 
with Discussion by CASAC Members 
 
Dr. Lester Grant, Director of the Office of Research and Development (ORD) National 
Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA), summarized the effort that led to the 
current document development plan.  The ozone and related photochemicals NAAQS 
were last revised in 1997, and periodic review of criteria has taken place since that time.  
Of most note is the addition of the 0.08 ppm 8-hour ozone standard and particulate matter 
(PM) maximum standard.  Efforts have focused on a review of both the ozone and PM 
standards, although PM is the highest priority.  The ozone document review has been 
delayed by unexpected developments relating to PM; the document for review today was 
released as part of the November 2002 version.  A series of workshops is planned for the 
next several months, as is preliminary review of the draft document.  Dr. Grant continued 
by highlighting some of the main aspects of the document.  The general flow of 
information is organized to correspond to the Agency’s risk assessment paradigm.  In 
addition, the recently released report by the SAB’s Ecological Processes and Effects 
Committee (EPEC) will be used as a framework to reorganize the discussion in Chapter 
Four.  The chapter discusses effects at the level of biochemical and physiological 
processes, and continues on to the effects on natural ecosystems.  Following the 
environmental effects chapter, the report moves on to health issues with a discussion of 
various health endpoints.  Chapter Six focuses on controlled human exposure studies, and 
Chapter Seven on epidemiology studies of relevance to the primary standards.  The 
workgroup hopes to move the document along quickly and submit it for CASAC review 
by the fall of 2003.  The priority for today’s discussion is the criteria document. 
 
 
CASAC Members’ Discussion 
 
Members agreed to move through the document sequentially with discussion and 
comments on each section. 
 
Dr. Hopke began by commenting on the proposed schedule on page 5.  A notice of intent 
to sue has been filed with the Administrator by a consortium of environmental groups.  
Although no suit has been filed yet, such an action may result in a court-ordered deadline 
and disrupt the time schedule proposed.  Working under a mandated timeline may not 
leave the group with enough time to produce a document which reflects the best 
understanding of all the science available. 
 
Dr. Karen Martin added that the Agency is considering its response, but has not yet made 
a decision. 
 
Dr. Hopke suggested moving with the process as planned until more is known. 
 
Dr. Frank Speizer commented that reports tend to be more encyclopedic and less 
restrictive, and asked whether some redundant sections could be omitted. 
 



CASAC Teleconference, February 6, 2003  Final Minutes 

4 

Dr. Hopke replied that some of that information could be included as appendices.  
However, it is critical that these appendices be reviewed along with the main document.  
A leading viewpoint, in keeping with the model used by National Academy of Sciences 
(NAS) reports, is to include all the pertinent references in a criteria document as an 
appendix. 
 
Dr. Grant stated that statutory language dictates that criteria reflect the latest science on 
the health effects expected from the presence of pollutants in ambient air.  Past 
experience with criteria development has shown that the Agency needs to show that all 
available information was taken into account. 
 
Dr. Miller asked whether citing a previous document would be sufficient, as it is 
repetitive to discuss in full research that has already been analyzed in an earlier version.  
This also lengthens the process, as time has to be spent revisiting information that has 
already been accepted scientifically. 
 
Dr. Grant replied that an attempt to cite an earlier document was made with the PM 
report, where only a concise summary of previously accepted science was provided in 
each chapter.  Ultimately, more information had to be integrated into the report.  
Continued efforts are made to draw some conclusions regarding how much of the 
existing knowledge should be reviewed in a new document. 
 
Dr. Sverre Vedal agreed with the need to be selective about which existing articles to 
discuss in a new report.  He suggested developing explicit criteria that would increase the 
transparency of how these selections are made. 
 
Dr. Hopke moved the discussion on to specific topics addressed in the report, beginning 
with the section on health effects. 
 
Dr. Vedal noted there were some discrepancies between issues that are emphasized in this 
section and those in the table of contents of the criteria document. 
 
Dr. Grant explained that the first section (Section A) summarizes the human health 
effects information presented in the 1996 criteria document.  Section B presents a similar 
summary of ecological effects.  Section C lists the major issues that have been identified 
for discussion in the preparation of the new document.  He added that the team would be 
interested in hearing of any major issues that may have been missed. 
 
Dr. Vedal clarified that no major issues were missed; rather, several smaller topics listed 
in the document’s table of contents were not included in Section C. 
 
Dr. Miller commented that Section C was a result of deliberation and discussions 
between ORD and OAQPS.  Dr. Grant confirmed that such a discussion had, indeed, 
taken place to identify key issues. 
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Dr. Hopke moved on to page 10 (within Section C) and described the approach used in 
preparing these documents.  The discussion covers the origin of pollutants and their 
atmospheric processing; concentration distributions; ecological and environmental issues; 
and issues of human exposure, toxicology, and epidemiology.  He recommended that 
discussion focus on identifying important topics that may not be sufficiently emphasized 
– recognizing at the same time that a more comprehensive list of topics is presented in the 
table of contents.  He began by soliciting members’ comments on the topic of ozone 
photochemistry. 
 
Dr. Barbara Zielinska suggested it might be useful to discuss ozone in relation to other 
oxidants, such as OH radicals, as ozone can be a precursor to these compounds.  Biogenic 
emissions should also be discussed, especially their importance relative to ozone 
formation. 
 
Dr. Hopke commented that the original air quality document was prepared for all 
photochemical oxidants, adding that ozone is being used as a surrogate for this group of 
compounds. 
 
Dr. Joseph Pinto, of EPA’s ORD-NCEA, informed participants that a workshop would be 
held in the next month at the University of Maryland to discuss the relationship between 
ozone and other oxidizing chemicals.  He added that a judgment call may need to be 
made about the reliability of using ozone as the surrogate for the entire group of 
compounds. 
 
Dr. Grant stated that the workgroup would take steps to highlight this as a topic to be 
dealt with in the document. 
 
Dr. Vedal suggested that the spatial distribution of ozone concentrations across the 
United States should be included in this session – although some discussion of this is also 
present in an appendix. 
 
Dr. Hopke remarked that the distribution of other chemicals has been included, but 
agreed that ozone must also be part of the section. 
 
Dr. Grant agreed, and stated that the ozone distribution would be included. 
 
Dr. Richard Poirot suggested also discussing the relative effects of wildfires in ozone 
production. 
 
Dr. Hopke moved the discussion on to the section on environmental effects related to 
ozone. 
 
Dr. George Taylor commented that, although the organization used in this section is a 
comprehensive way of covering all the issues in an academic environment, it does not 
directly focus on how each of the issues relates to risk.  A risk-based approach may be a 
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more effective way of organizing this section.  Such an approach was used to prepare the 
SAB’s EPEC report last year. 
 
Dr. Hopke explained that this review comes late in the process of developing this 
document, relative to when it was originally put together.  He added that it may be useful 
if the workgroup could provide a short supplemental work plan to reflect how a different 
framework would reorganize the document. 
 
Dr. Grant commented that the effort spent in creating such a supplement may be better 
directed toward the report itself.  Reorganizing the report at this stage would be awkward.  
The report presents ecological attributes to the extent that they are known; for some 
attributes, the effects are also known.  Discussion identifies some of those attributes 
affected by ozone; characterizes dose- or exposure-response relationships; and begins to 
address the risk framework.  Whether to contribute further to the risk discussion is a 
policy decision – it can be done in general terms, but not for specific topics, such as 
ecosystems or areas of the country. 
 
Dr. Hopke added that valuation of ecosystem functions is another issue to be considered.  
Background should be provided on the evolving science of ecosystem valuation. 
 
Dr. Taylor responded that the EPEC report provides a suitable framework as well as 
discussing sustainable goods and services independently.  Organizing information in a 
different manner than in the past would move the process away from the “academic” 
approach, which produces large volumes of materials.  He added that reorganizing the 
entire chapter may not be feasible, but that the framework of the EPEC report could 
considered as a way of organizing the information. 
 
Dr. Miller asked whether the last chapter, on elements of ecological and health effects, 
could be reorganized as suggested by Dr. Taylor. 
 
Dr. Taylor replied that it is important to state at the beginning of the document that a risk-
based approach is used and clarify the direction of the document up-front. 
 
Dr. Grant stated that the workgroup would attempt to draw from and use some of the 
conceptual elements from the EPEC report to reorganize some of the information.  The 
report will include discussion on organism condition and other attributes affected by 
ozone, as well as on increasingly complex levels of organization, from species to 
populations and ecosystems. 
 
Dr. Garner commented that a criteria report from 1978 led to a lawsuit to ensure that EPA 
did not write a document aimed at determining what the standards should be.  Aiming 
this document at risk is a policy decision, and this report is a scientific – not policy – 
document. 
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Dr. Grant added that the intent in producing this document is to provide as much of the 
scientific information as possible for use in developing guidelines.  Issues such as 
understanding economic effects on agriculture, for example, will be included. 
 
Dr. Hopke recommended that the workgroup consult with economics representatives in 
order to complete that section of the report. 
 
Dr. Grant agreed, and added that a section on monetizing ecosystem products and 
services would be revised to include new information since the last document. 
 
In response to a question, Dr. Hopke asked committee members to send editorial or minor 
comments to Mr. Fred Butterfield for distribution. 
 
Action Item 
 
• Specific comments on the report should be submitted to Mr. Fred Butterfield, who 

will distribute them to the workgroup. 
 
Dr. Poirot suggested adding some discussion on the concept of elevation gradient in 
ozone exposure for plants – due to a difference in ozone concentration.  Similar to the 
diurnal gradient, this has the potential to affect physiological processes in different ways. 
 
Dr. Grant agreed, and stated that he would take steps to include that information. 
 
Dr. Hopke asked the members to move on and discuss the section on health effects. 
 
Dr. Vedal suggested that a distributional approach should be taken in regards to human 
exposure, comparing the minimum versus the maximum personal concentration.  Also, 
the wording describing respiratory disease is somewhat confusing – specific 
histopathology should be used as an outcome.  Some discussion on ozone interaction with 
allergens should be included.  Finally, the effects of antioxidant supplementation on the 
effects of ozone should be addressed, as more literature on this topic is now available. 
 
Dr. Speizer pointed out that there was some overlap in the discussion of exercise 
performance, as there is no separate section in the report to deal with this topic. 
 
Dr. Miller recommended a change in the outline to better organize discussion, e.g. on 
symmetry, that is scattered among more than one chapter.  Items that should be added 
include human activity patterns and their influence on potential health effects; and a 
discussion of sensitive sub-populations such as children and individuals with COPD. 
 
Dr. Hopke suggested using an approach parallel to the one used in the PM document – 
discussing exposure, dosimetry, toxicology, and epidemiology – in order for the section 
to have a more consistent flow.  It would also be helpful to include any data on ozone 
relative to coarse particulates – rather than simply PM10 – as a co-pollutant. 
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Dr. Grant agreed that these were helpful suggestions, and added that the group would add 
information on ozone-allergen interaction and dosimetry. 
 
In response to a question by Dr. Miller, Dr. Grant added that this document would be 
shorter in length than the 1996 document, as there is not as much new information on 
ozone as there was on particulate matter. 
 
Dr. Speizer noted that the list of consultants used in the document should be updated. 
 
 
Public Comment Period 
 
Ms. Deborah Shprentz presented comments on behalf of the American Lung Association: 
 
New research has enhanced the understanding of the health effects of ozone as well as 
raised new concerns.  Epidemiology studies have identified endpoints such as brain 
damage and various other disorders.  Some of the relevant studies have been summarized 
and provided as an annotated bibliography to the EPA committee reviewing this report.  
Section Four of the work plan makes a good effort, but should include a discussion of the 
health effects suggested by these new studies.  In addition, the proposed contents should 
be broad enough to allow discussion of the health endpoints suggested by new research.  
The American Lung Association urged EPA to update and expand its list of outside 
consultants and reviewers, including the primary authors of some of the studies listed in 
the bibliography mentioned above.  Regarding the report’s timeline, deadlines mandated 
by the Clean Air Act have now passed for the revision of these standards.  EPA must 
therefore develop an accelerated work plan and schedule, to include all steps in the 
standards review process. 
 
Mr. Butterfield stated that a copy of the American Lung Association comments have been 
distributed to members of the CASAC and to Dr. Grant, as was an additional letter dated 
February 15, 2002, and the annotated bibliography (see Attachment D). 
 
Dr. Grant added that the workgroup will be reviewing the bibliography to assure the 
research studies listed have been considered and/or included. 
 
Mr. Will Ollison presented comments on behalf of the American Petroleum Institute: 
 
Information on quantitative risk assessment used in this report should be based on key 
input data.  There will be new models available to provide such data, one of which uses a 
wholly new approach to evaluate ventilation rate – a key parameter in risk assessment.  
The impact of this new approach will be rates that are comparable to real-life values.  The 
second model will be a dose-response model, which should also be mentioned and 
included in the criteria.  Two problems with the last risk assessment were the 
development of outdoors children’s risk, and of exposure responses based on breathing 
rate, i.e., the number of persons in low ventilation rates was much larger than that of 
persons in high ventilation rates. 
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Mr. Butterfield stated that the American Petroleum Institute’s two-page letter, as well as 
a forty-two page appendix on ozone health effects, have been forwarded to CASAC 
members and to Dr. Grant (see Attachment E).  He added that all comments would be 
entered into the permanent record. 
 
 
Summary and Next Steps 
 
Dr. Hopke stated that, as the workgroup moves toward the writing phase, the CASAC 
will need to form a review panel.  He added that CASAC members could assist by 
nominating persons with appropriate and related expertise.  The panel that reviewed the 
last ozone document will also be called to meet in April 2003 to review the ozone 
“research needs” document – the culmination of the last round of ozone standard-setting. 
 
Action Item 
 
• Dr. Hopke will send a call for review panel nominations to CASAC members shortly. 
 
Dr. Grant added that the meeting of the CASAC review panel would take place in May 
2003, and asked whether it would be a meeting or teleconference. 
 
Dr. Hopke replied that it would be an in-person meeting to bring the new panel together.  
Scheduling may be difficult, however, so a teleconference in April may be an alternative. 
He added that he would discuss with Dr. Grant the most expeditious way of conducting 
this meeting. 
 
Dr. Grant stated that some initial meetings have been scheduled for March 2003, to 
discuss atmospheric information as well as ecological effects, with the input of outside 
experts.  Following these meetings, peer reviews of individual chapters will take place; 
the workgroup is compiling a list of possible reviewers.  He added that experts who had 
been consulted in the document’s preparation would not be serving as reviewers. 
 
Dr. Miller urged the workgroup to keep the two lists (consultants and reviewers) mutually 
exclusive in order to avoid conflicts of interest. 
 
Dr. Hopke added that workshop presenters are only providing information and are not 
involved in the preparation of the document; these individuals could therefore serve in 
future review panels. 
 
Dr. Zielinska asked whether the CASAC members could receive more information on the 
workshops mentioned. 
 
Dr. Grant replied that he could provide relevant information to Mr. Butterfield for 
distribution to the CASAC members.  He added that online registration would also be 
available for these workshops. 
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Action Item 
 
• Dr. Grant will provide information on the March workshops to Mr. Butterfield for 

distribution to the CASAC members. 
 
Mr. Bob Flaak informed members that Dr. Vanessa Vu was attending a National 
Academy of Sciences session during this conference call, and was looking forward to 
joining the CASAC during its next meeting. 
 
Dr. Hopke and other members stated that they would prefer conducting the next CASAC 
meeting via conference call. 
 
Mr. Butterfield replied that he could arrange for two conference calls, if necessary, as 
there were two documents to review. 
 
Dr. Grant thanked the CASAC members and public commenters for their constructive 
suggestions and stated that all comments would be taken into account. 
 
Mr. Butterfield also thanked the panel, and adjourned the meeting at 12:30 P.M. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

Attachment A:  Roster of the CASAC 
Attachment B:  Meeting Agenda 
Attachment C:  Federal Register Notice 
Attachment D:  Public Comments:  American Lung Association 
Attachment E:  Public Comments:  American Petroleum Institute 
 



CASAC Teleconference, February 6, 2003  Attachment A 

12 

ATTACHMENT A 
 

Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC) 
Members Fiscal Year 2003 

 
 
 
CHAIR 
 
Dr. Philip Hopke 
Bayard D. Clarkson Distinguished 
Professor 
Department of Chemical Engineering 
Clarkson University 
8 Clarkson Street 
Potsdam, NY 13699 
 
MEMBERS 
 
Dr. Frederick Miller 
Vice President for Research 
Chemical Industry Institute of 
Toxicology 
6 Davis Drive 
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709 
 
Mr. Richard Poirot 
Environmental Analyst 
Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
Vermont Agency of Natural Resources 
103 South Main Street 
Waterbury, VT 05671 
 
Dr. Frank Speizer 
Edward Kass Professor of Medicine 
Channing Laboratory 
Harvard Medical School 
181 Longwood Avenue 

 
 
Dr. George Taylor 
Professor and Assistant Dean 
School of Computational Sciences 
George Mason University 
4400 University Drive 
Fairfax, VA 22030 
 
Dr. Sverre Vedal 
Professor of Medicine 
National Jewish Medical and Research 
Center 
1400 Jackson Street 
Denver, CO 80206 
 
Dr. Barbara Zielinska 
Research Professor 
Division of Atmospheric Science 
Desert Research Institute 
2215 Raggio Parkway 
Reno, NV 89512 
 
SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD STAFF 
 
Mr. Fred Butterfield 
Designated Federal Officer 
Science Advisory Board (1400A)  
US Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20460

Boston, MA 02115 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC) 

 
Thursday, February 6, 2003 – Public Teleconference Meeting 

10:00 am - 1:00 pm Eastern Time 
Ariel Rios Federal Building North – Conference Room 6013 

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, DC  20460 
Teleconference Call-In Number: (202) 260-8330; Access Code: 4310# 

 
Teleconference Consultation on EPA’s Project Work Plan for Revised 
Air Quality Criteria for Ozone and Related Photochemical Oxidants 

   
   

Final Meeting Agenda 
 
Thursday, February 6, 2003 
 
10:00 am Introductions and Administration   Mr. Fred Butterfield, 
            CASAC DFO 
 
10:10 am Purpose of Meeting     Dr. Phil Hopke, Chair 
 
 
10:15 am Highlights of Ozone Air Quality Criteria Document Dr.Lester Grant,  
  Development Plan by EPA Staff, with Discussion by             Director, 
              NCEA/ORD 
  CASAC Members 
 
 
10:40 am CASAC Members’ Discussion           Dr. Hopke and CASAC 
 
 
12:25 pm Public Comment Period      Mr. Butterfield (Facilitator) 
           
              
12:45 pm Summary and Next Steps             Dr. Hopke 
 
 
1:00 pm Adjourn Meeting (time approximate)     Mr. Butterfield 
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